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The Jewish School Curriculum and the Limits of Progressive Reform when the jewish Teachers Association (jta) was created in 1914 by Bureau sta√ members with Benderly's encouragement, it was meant to be a counterweight to the immigrant-dominated Agudath Ha-Morim Ha-Ivrim, the Hebrew Teachers Union of New York and Vicinity. By 1917 the jta had about seventy names on its membership roll, mostly graduates of the Jewish Theological Seminary Teachers Institute. (Aside from country of origin and educational background, a standout di√erence between the two groups was the prevalence of women in the Jewish Teachers Association and their virtual absence from the Hebrew Teachers Union.) ∞ Short-lived cooperation between the two organizations in the aftermath of a widely honored Hebrew teachers' strike in late 1910s resulted in initiatives to set minimum salaries, insist on year-long contracts, and revive the licensing board. Before long, however, these gains became casualties of rivalries and bickering between the immigrant melamdim and the Americanized teachers.
≤
The ideological chasm between the two groups was highlighted when the Jewish Teachers Association adopted an educational platform in 1923. A couple of years in the making, the impetus for the platform came from Judah Magnes, who suggested that the jta appoint a committee to study members' attitudes toward the challenges facing the Jewish schools. The platform emerged from extensive discussions in response to the committee's findings, and while it somewhat masked what its framers acknowledged were ''wide divergences of opinion particularly in religious and in Hebraistic leanings,'' it encapsulated the views of ''the bulk of the membership'' and, therefore, deserves careful study. A major force behind its composition was Samuel Dinin, a member of the third cohort of aspiring Jewish educators to come under Benderly's influence, roughly in the first half of the 1920s, although old stalwarts such as Albert Schoolman, Leo Honor, and Isaac Berkson who served as o≈cers of the association during the early years of its existence were actively consulted. ≥ Significant, in light of the strong Zionist thrust of the document, was the explicit recognition that the teachers were engaged in preparing students to live Jewish lives in the United States. The platform's first plank was an unequivocal a≈rmation of the Zionist project and the Yishuv in Palestine. But the sentiment was tempered by the acknowledgment that regardless of the success of the Zionist enterprise, ''creative and progressive Jewish communities in the Diaspora'' would continue to exist ''for a long time.'' Therefore, the Jewish schoolchild should be taught to identify with and draw inspiration from the Jewish national home, while simultaneously preparing ''to participate fully in the life of America, as a citizen earnestly bent on giving his best to America in terms of his Jewish ideals and in terms of the international Jewish brotherhood.'' ∂ The delicate balancing act between support for Jewish nationalism and commitment to building a thriving American Jewish community was likewise reflected in the platform's approach to Hebrew-language study. It was easily the most controversial plank in the eyes of both the Association's members and their rivals in the Hebrew Teachers Union. What began as a seemingly strong endorsement of Ivrit b'Ivrit was in reality an evasive declaration that opened the door to a variety of methodological approaches. The statement could be read as mild rebuke to Hebrew-language purists who advocated for a language-centered curriculum that rendered as ancillary all other subjects, both in terms of time allocation and by insisting on Hebrew as the sole language of instruction. At the very least, the plank insisted on balancing the goals of Hebrew-language fluency and conceptual understanding. To that end, it singled out for especial consideration conceptual subjects such as history and current events in which high-level discussion would be stymied if students and teachers were forced to converse in elementary Hebrew. But the plank also adopted a conspicuously passive posture on the issue of how Hebrew fluency should be cultivated. As such, it could be interpreted as a conces-sion that a one-size-fits-all approach to Hebrew-language study privileging the natural method was elitist and educationally unsound. ∑ None of this was lost on the platform's critics both within and outside the Jewish Teachers Association. Downtown Talmud Torah principal Israel Konovitz, who also served on the Bureau of Jewish Education's sta√, criticized the platform for its equivocation on Ivrit b'Ivrit. His sentiments were echoed by Joseph Bragin, the principal of the Bureau's network of Hebrew high schools, who maintained that Jewish culture was a Hebraic culture and must be transmitted in Hebrew if it were to retain its meaning and uniqueness. (Revealingly, Bragin brushed aside parallel arguments in favor of Yiddish literature and language instruction in the Jewish schools, contending that the lack of time precluded such study.) Detractors outside the jta orbit adopted a harsher tone in their criticism, although their underlying perspective was similar. Among the earliest articles to appear in the Hebrew teachers' magazine Shevile Ha-Hinukh was a scathing critique of the ''practical educators'' associated with the Jewish Teachers Association, who denigrated the importance of Hebrew-language instruction and studying classical sources in their original language. The article was written by Boston Hebrew College dean Nissan Touro√, described by one scholar as ''a zealot for the revival of Hebrew culture.'' It was extremely combative, dividing teachers into ''us'' and ''them,'' and challenging the ''practical educators'' to choose sides. Similarly, a Hadoar article by Israel Frishberg of the Herzliah Hebrew Teachers Institute unabashedly argued for privileging the imperative of Hebrew cultural survival in curriculum development over pedagogical considerations. The ''needs'' of the students, he stated baldly, were superseded by the need to teach Torah and Hebrew language. ∏ Criticism of the jta platform from opponents such as Touro√ and Frishberg was part of a larger broadside against progressive education that sprung from the pages of Shevile Ha-Hinukh in the mid-to late 1920s. One of the clearest articulations of the antiprogressivist stance came from Pinchas Churgin, principal of Rabbi Isaac Elchanan Theological Seminary's Beth Medrash L'Morim (Teachers Institute), who rejected any e√ort to reformulate the aims and objectives of Jewish education in light of progressive theories and categories. Calling into question the rationale for an Americanized Jewish education and dismissing concern for the insights of educational psychology, the ''natural development and growth of the child,'' Churgin argued that the underlying principles of Jewish education were timeless. Attacking what he termed the ''new education,'' Churgin insisted that the sole aim of Jewish education was social induction through cultural immersion. The study of Torah and other classical texts in their original language was foundational. π Churgin was singularly unimpressed by the recourse to experiential learning and extracurricular activities as a means to Jewish socialization championed by the Benderly group and their fellow travelers. ''The Jewish Teachers Association believes that the school does not function which does not aspire to Jewish play as well as to Jewish study,'' the progressive association's platform stated, recognizing ''extra-curricular activities as an integral part of the school's work.'' The Hebraist poet Simon Ginzburg adopted an even more extreme position than Churgin, sparing neither the ''minimalist'' educators a≈liated with the Jewish Teachers Association nor defenders of the natural method, including Zevi Scharfstein and Touro√, whose dubiety about child-centered, progressive education did not preclude them from adopting a generally utilitarian posture toward modern educational theory and methods. ∫ Among the most interesting essays to appear in Shevile Ha-Hinukh was a critique by Isaac Berkson that underscored the lack of unanimity about the applicability of progressive educational philosophy to the Jewish school even within the innermost circle of Benderly protégés. In the article, which was also published as a three-part series in the Jewish Institute Quarterly, Berkson o√ered a thoughtful meditation on John Dewey's educational philosophy and its implications for Jewish supplementary education. Organizing his analysis around the ideas presented in two series of Dewey's lectures, The Child and the Curriculum and School and Society, Berkson reminded Jewish educators that Dewey's child-centered approach to curriculum and school organization was paired with an equally strong conviction that schoolwork should respond to and anticipate the needs of society. He defended Dewey against those who misinterpreted his pedagogical approach as a license for unrestrained individuality, anti-intellectualism, and lack of teacher planning and direction in the classroom. In the interest of safeguarding democracy, Dewey sought to mold the learner into an engaged and active citizen who was both a consumer and a producer of culture.
Ω
Berkson asserted that Jewish educators in particular should balance the palpable necessity to make Jewish schools more child centered with the Jewish community's need for literate and engaged members who were prepared to contribute to institutional vitality through volunteerism, and to cultural propagation through learning and performance. Judaism, he a≈rmed, was a book-centered civilization. As such, Jewish education had traditionally involved heavy emphasis on book learning, and Berkson agreed with progressive education critics such as Churgin and Frishberg that Jewish education for the elite would need to remain heavily literary. Indeed, Berkson went even further, cautioning educators against a wholesale application of Dewey's pedagogical approach to Jewish education. ''Certain principles which may be central for a society whose continuity and persistence is assured, may have to be qualified for a society whose main problem is first to attain some stability in organization.'' Dewey's ideas, he argued, were designed to respond to the conditions and needs of American society. As a minority culture still in the process of reinventing itself within an American idiom and establishing itself on a firm basis on American soil, Judaism required an educational strategy that emphasized cultural literacy, beginning with the study of the Torah and other classical texts. ''Our educational system, need not be, indeed dare not be, a blind imitation of any other system or model, however excellent in its place. If we should attempt all at once to embody the principles of Child and Curriculum and School and Society in a drastically logical fashion, without taking into consideration the special conditions of our developing Jewish life, we should undoubtedly soon reduce to ruins the little we have at present, and remain with nothing to build on for the future.'' ∞≠ Some critics of progressive education have misinterpreted Berkson's caution as a blanket repudiation of Dewey's applicability to Jewish education. In fact, Berkson still saw a central role for progressive educational philosophy in guiding the reconstruction of the Jewish school. Like his mentor, Benderly, he recognized that the Jewish school was increasingly being asked to assume socialization functions that traditionally were within the purview of the home, the street, and the neighborhood. As such, he distinguished himself from critics such as Churgin who belittled classroom Shabbat parties and school holiday celebrations as insubstantial and superfluous diversions. ''In Eastern Europe where Jewish influence permeated life, the school could with greater justification confine itself to one aspect, that of the book. In America, the Jewish school dare not so limit itself. It must undertake many tasks which formerly got themselves done of themselves.'' The challenge before the Jewish educator in the intensive afternoon school was finding an equilibrium between book learning and experiential learning, between formal and informal education.
∞∞
An intensive Jewish education program, combining advanced study of Hebrew language and literature with course work designed to promote socialization, ''may be taught with profit to probably the brightest 25 per cent'' of the student population, Berkson wrote, while ''the average boy or girl'' would be sated with ''popular education'' designed to promote participation in Jewish cultural, religious, and institutional life. ''If, in the end we succeed in giving ten per cent of the Jewish population the ability to derive enjoyment and edification from a Hebrew book, we shall, of course, be reaching an unusually high standard, one immeasurably beyond the current achievement.'' ∞≤ This goal was highly ambitious, given the prevailing enrollment numbers and attrition rates.
But his scheme was not a mere concession to existing conditions; it was a belief in the futility of teaching an intensive Hebraic curriculum to the majority of pupils. In less intensive Jewish educational settings, for instance the Sunday schools, Berkson counseled surrendering entirely the unattainable goals of Hebrewlanguage study and classical-text mastery. Most Sunday schools exacerbated their endemic handicaps by cleaving to a watered-down literary curriculum, refusing to let go of the ''bookish ideal'' even as they reduced the number of teaching hours to approximate the Protestant norm. ''The great tome of Jewish learning has been thinned out into a small booklet, consisting in great part of pages borrowed from the Protestant leaflet.'' Instead, he argued, these schools should focus on preparing students to participate in Jewish social, cultural, and religious life. While hardly concealing his contempt for the minimalist education o√ered in the Sunday schools, Berkson elaborated a vigorous defense of an activity-or project-based program centered around the Jewish calendar and life cycle, Jewish institutions, and communal activities such as philanthropy and support for the Jewish colonization of Palestine. Asserting that ''education through direct participation in Jewish institutional life is a valid, central, and sound aim for Jewish education,'' he concluded that ''it is an idea which has strong pedagogical and sociological justification, as a basis for the development of a system of popular education which will be socially e√ective and related to life.'' ∞∂ Berkson's willingness to circumscribe the application of Deweyan pedagogy in the Jewish school was indicative of the struggle that progressive Jewish educators encountered in their e√orts to reconcile seemingly conflicting values and priorities. So, too, was Berkson's embrace of an unabashedly elitist Jewish educational vision, which contravened the spirit of Dewey's educational philosophy. In Dewey's view, which Berkson heartily endorsed in his book Theories of Americanization, the overriding purpose of education was to prepare students for democratic citizenship. Indeed, Berkson championed the extension of democratic plu-ralism to Jewish communal life. But he was apparently willing to relegate this goal behind the priority of cultivating a Jewishly literate leadership.
The publication of Berkson's article in Shevile Ha-Hinukh despite its cautious approach to applying Dewey's theories to the Jewish school demonstrated that the magazine was not uniformly hostile to progressive education. The journal also opened its pages to unabashed educational progressives such as Gamoran, Golub, Honor, and other Teachers College acolytes who advocated experimentation with cutting-edge methodologies.
∞∑ But the dominant tone was set by skeptics such as Scharfstein and Touro√.
The jta platform, in contrast, was steeped in progressivist educational philosophy, which was reflected not only in its sections on curriculum but also in its planks devoted to school governance, which should be ''democratic'' and ''cooperative,'' and in those dealing with the role and mission of the teacher. Likewise, the Association tarred its detractors with the brush of naïveté and insensibility: The immigrant teachers were hopelessly out of touch with the mentality and needs of the students. Regardless of their high-minded aspirations to stimulate a Hebrew renascence and save the Jewish people from cultural annihilation, they were doomed to failure unless they reckoned with the environment that shaped the children in their classrooms. ''Their methods are either remnants of the yeshivah or are absent entirely. Their curricula contain the dying embers saved from the conflagration which set fire to the European chadorim. The smoke of these embers is stifling the Jewish boys and girls in America. We must replace the embers with fresh burning coals. We must have teachers trained in western methods train the American Jewish children,'' argued a Jewish Teacher editorial accompanying the platform's publication. ∞∏ While the editors of the Jewish Teacher were quick to heap scorn on the oldstyle melamed ''who smoked in the classroom, muttering his instruction between pu√s,'' they recognized that he was largely a relic of the past. A more meaningful and worthy battle was to be had with the ultranationalist and Orthodox camps over the bedrock ideological question of the wisdom of accommodation with American society, the possibility of finding a formula that would ensure group survival while acceding to the inevitability of acculturation. Thus, they were eager to define the Jewish Teachers Association against the foil of the Hebrew Teachers Union. In their own ways, both the ultranationalists and the Orthodox counseled separatism, finding refuge in an autonomous subculture. The American-trained educators, however, recognized this eastern European strategy as unsuited to the American milieu and wholly unappealing to the second generation. ''We must adjust our curricula and our methods to a changing environment,'' the editorial concluded. ''The destiny of Jewish education rests in our hands, and we are determined not to shirk our responsibility, or to ignore the issues involved.'' ∞π
A Decade of Progressive Experimentation
When Isaac Berkson wrote his cautionary article about applying progressive educational methodologies to the Jewish school in 1927, a wave of experimentation was well under way, much of it spearheaded by intimates who had studied alongside him at Teachers College. While New York remained a center of creativity, much of it emanating from the Central Jewish Institute and a diminished Bureau of Jewish Education, it was soon rivaled by Dushkin's central agency in Chicago. Dushkin's e√orts to transform the Board of Jewish Education into a service agency acted as an impetus for educational experimentation. Board specialists served as resources for classroom teachers and supervised experiments with new methods. Smaller congregational schools in particular, which often lacked professional leadership, were eager to capitalize on the agency's services. The Board of Jewish Education was also blessed with a talented and enterprising sta√, which was a tribute not only to Dushkin's hiring skills but also to his facility as a mentor. Although Dushkin lacked Benderly's force of personality and refrained from adopting his intimate and intensive paternalistic mentoring style, he nevertheless trained a gifted group of educators, many of whom went on to assume leadership positions in other communities.
As for the experiments themselves, the record of success was decidedly mixed. Many were consciously patterned after well-publicized and acclaimed initiatives in the public and private school realms. In some respects, the impediments to implementation of progressive-style reforms in the Jewish schools were not entirely different from those in the public schools. When Harold Rugg and Ann Shumaker published their appraisal of best practices in progressive education across the country, The Child Centered School, the schools that were featured were typically well financed and highly specialized. The Progressive Education Association, which was founded in 1919 to promote school reform, began as a fringe organization that was dominated by representatives from private experimental schools. Often, the supplementary nature of the Jewish school, with its limited schedule and late afternoon or Sunday morning classes, exacerbated the weaknesses of experimental methods or rendered them unworkable or impractical. In a few cases, however, thoughtful conceptualization and sound rationale were combined with adroit implementation, and the results were truly transformative. Even less enduring approaches stimulated the creation of a stream of new textbooks and other teaching materials, many published by Emanuel Gamoran at the Union of American Hebrew Congregations, some of which continued to be utilized well after the original trials had been terminated and forgotten.
The most celebrated pedagogical approach to emanate from the halls of Teachers College in the aftermath of World War I was the ''project method,'' popularized and unstintingly promoted by William Heard Kilpatrick. In a widely disseminated 1918 essay, Kilpatrick defined the project as a ''whole-hearted purposeful activity proceeding in a social environment.'' In his view, ''education based on the purposeful act prepares best for life while at the same time it constitutes the present worthy life itself.'' The project method was meant to apply Edward Thorndike's connectionism-the theory that learning was linked to stimulus-response association, and that behavioral responses were more likely to become established patterns if they elicited satisfying results-to Dewey's philosophy of education. Kilpatrick believed that engagement in activities of genuine interest would maximize both cognitive and a√ective learning. But if he viewed ''the presence of a dominating purpose'' and ''wholeheartedness'' as essential, he likewise believed that the location of the project within a social environment would build the learner's moral character. ''Moral character is primarily an a√air of shared social relationships, the disposition to determine one's conduct and attitudes with reference to the welfare of the group,'' he wrote. ∞∫ Jewish educators such as Gamoran and Rabbi Barnett Brickner found the project method appealing, in part, because it promised to engage children, liberating them from mind-numbing recitation and rote exercises that often dominated classroom instruction. Kilpatrick also e√ectively o√ered a rationale for the types of socialization activities that were increasingly becoming the mainstay of extension education programs like those o√ered by the Circle for Jewish Children and of extracurricular programming in progressive Jewish schools. Equally important was the potential of the project method in the area of character development. Advances in child psychology discredited the premise that knowledge ensures ethical conduct, which was used to justify the ubiquitous resort to catechisms and moralistic Bible stories in nineteenth-century religious school classrooms. For educators who were loath to relinquish what they perceived to be a fundamental aim of the Jewish school, Kilpatrick provided a remedy by means of a curricular template that applied the educational psychology of Thorndike and William James. Students engaged in purposeful activities could be habituated into moral and ethical behavior.
∞Ω
Yet another attraction of the project method was its impact on concomitant as well as direct learning. Guided by Thorndike's behavioral psychology, Kilpatrick believed that it was crucial that the learning process evoke positive emotional responses in the learner. The supposed relationship between positive association and the routinization of behavior was of particular interest to the Benderly boys in light of their perennial concern about the impact of assimilation and the dissolution of family bonds on Jewish identity formation in the second and third generations. For educators such as Gamoran and Brickner who were working with Reform Jewish youth, the challenge was in some respects even greater because many were growing up in homes where Jewish ritual observance was minimal, and often a distant memory. Given their interest in promoting active Jewish living, they could not ignore the assurance that student engagement in purposeful Jewish activities was far more likely to encourage repeated performance over the long term than conveying the facts about Jewish life through more traditional methods such as lecture or question and answer.
≤≠
Gamoran, who worked closely with Kilpatrick at Teachers College, was an early convert to the project method. He advocated its adoption, particularly for the teaching of customs and ceremonies, in his inaugural appearance at the Central Conference of American Rabbis' annual convention in 1923. A few years later, at the 1926 ccar gathering, Gamoran organized a symposium on the project method, which included presentations by Brickner, himself, and others. A spirited and lengthy audience discussion followed the presentations.
≤∞
Many of the comments shed light on the reasons why the project method was ultimately unable to serve as a transformation agent in the supplementary schools. Chief among these was the discrepancy between the time-intensive nature of project teaching and the limited schedule in the supplementary schools. This was especially true in the Sunday schools but also in the afternoon schools, many of which met for only five to seven hours per week. Anticipating this criticism, Gamoran raised the familiar debate over whether educational objectives should be centered on mastery of skills and attitudes or content. ''It is very often advisable to spend more time to 'cover' less ground, provided by doing so the right e√ect is brought out,'' he countered. He also noted that projects, by design, often cut across traditional subject areas thereby inviting an overall reassessment of the way in which the Jewish school structured its time.
≤≤
While his argument was liable to get a sympathetic hearing from educators, it invited a radical departure in what historians David Tyack and Larry Cuban have called ''the grammar of schooling.'' As they documented, school organization and structure, including age-based cohorts and the division of the curriculum into traditional ''subjects,'' is highly resistant to change. Ironically enough, Benderly and his group were at the forefront of e√orts to give Jewish schools the look and feel of public schools. This goal was achieved by the 1920s in large measure because parents and community leaders internalized the image of the public school as an educational ideal. The Jewish school's imitation of the public school in its structure, aesthetics, and choreography was critical to its legitimacy as an American institution. Stakeholders could hardly now be expected to easily discard this image.
≤≥
Brickner admitted that any attempt to abolish the conventional school subjects in favor of ''actual life units, projects in work and play,'' was almost surely doomed to failure, while Gamoran insisted that such a wholesale restructuring of the school was unnecessary; the project method could function in a conventional school setting. Yet his repeated contention that ''the project method aims to unify the process of education even as life is unified'' left little doubt about his ideal.
≤∂
Scheduling challenges were not the only impediment to the introduction of the project method. Others objected that Jewish schools lacked the requisite resources and qualified teachers. The project method depended on a flexible teacher, comfortable with extemporaneity and su≈ciently self-assured to relinquish to the students a modicum of directional control. Heads nodded when Rabbi Marius Ranson of Congregation Beth Emeth in Albany declared that ''the unskilled teacher with the project method is more at sea than without the use of this device.'' ≤∑ Jewish educators were also challenged by the concept that the purposeful activity should emerge from the child's initiative. To be sure, their misgivings were hardly unique. Kilpatrick's method encountered considerable opposition in general education circles from detractors of child-centered education. Even some progressive educators questioned whether Kilpatrick had upset the equilibrium that Dewey sought in education between the needs of the child and the interests of society. In Kilpatrick's defense, he never equated the project method with an abdication of the role of the teacher in guiding the education process. However, he was short on specifics, and elaboration by supporters such as Gamoran and Brickner served only to reinforce an apparent tension between method and objective. If the purposeful activity was to be an outgrowth of the child's experiences and grounded in the social environment, how was the Jewish school teacher to deal with the pervasive superficiality of Jewish cultural and religious life in pupils' homes? ≤∏ Unbounded as was the a√ection for Kilpatrick among the Jewish educators who studied with him at Teachers College, their ideological commitments and cultural loyalties dictated a more conservationist approach to Jewish education as a means to societal induction. Berkson may have had Kilpatrick's project method in mind when he cautioned against an uncritical application in the Jewish school of progressive methodologies designed explicitly for the American democratic context. Kilpatrick's abiding disparagement of an educational approach that prized ''the acquisition of bookish information,'' as opposed to an ''activities approach'' or ''acting on thinking,'' likewise posed a considerable challenge to Jewish educators, including progressives, who viewed text study as a core Jewish practice and the literary curriculum as a guarantor of spiritual continuity and cultural renascence. An American style of Judaism was in its formative stage and would emerge from a synthesis of the forces of Jewish tradition and those of the American zeitgeist. But unless the Jewish forces were bolstered by the Jewish school and by a revitalization of the home and synagogue, Judaism would likely be overwhelmed by the attraction of the American environment. ≤π Undoubtedly, the area where the project method won the widest acceptance in the formal curriculum was Jewish social studies. In particular, the Keren Ami (Fund for My People) tzedakah (charity) ≤∫ project was for many years a fixture of the Jewish school and camp. It was probably first developed in 1925-26 by teachers in Chicago under the guidance of Alexander Dushkin and the bje's extension education director, Ben Edidin. But within a year or two it was initiated at the Central Jewish Institute in Manhattan and, likewise, appeared in Philadelphia, Cleveland, Cincinnati, and other cities. Frequent requests for information prompted Edidin to publish a fifty-page teachers' manual, in collaboration with Toby Kurtzband, a sta√ member at the Bureau in Cincinnati. An article based on the manual also appeared in Jewish Education magazine.
≤Ω
The object of Keren Ami was to utilize the weekly collection of tzedakah, which was common in many schools, as an occasion to train students ''for intelligent participation in Jewish community life.'' Dushkin also had practical reasons for supporting Keren Ami. He wished to abolish the practice within some schools of applying student contributions toward the operating budget, and hoped to give schools ammunition to use against fund-raisers who often approached schools requesting that they run special drives on behalf of their causes.
≥≠
The basic method was straightforward. Funds were collected on a weekly basis and on special occasions, such as holidays, at a predetermined hour. Collection was accompanied by a fifteen-minute presentation and discussion about the work of a particular type of charitable organization. In younger classes, these would be prepared by teachers, while older children could be delegated to each take a turn conducting research and making a presentation. The presentations were often supplemented by occasional assemblies. Printed organizational materials were also distributed.
≥∞
Twice or three times a year, a schoolwide student council was convened to make allocation decisions. In order to heighten the significance of the councils in the minds of students, they were often accompanied by pomp and great fanfare. The deliberations, which were conducted by elected class representatives, sometimes with the older students (grade four and up) as spectators, were guided by student balloting designed to narrow and/or prioritize an initial list of causes and organizations drawn up by teachers or a select student committee. Typically, an e√ort was made to choose a range of overseas and domestic causes. Allocation patterns inevitably changed over time to reflect communal priorities. For example, as conditions for European Jewry deteriorated in the 1930s, the bulk of Keren Ami funds were shifted from Palestine to relief organizations operating in Germany and eastern Europe. 
≥∂
Many students approached the allocation process seriously. At the Central Jewish Institute, funding priorities even became fodder for club debates. In 1934 the Hadassah club engaged in a spirited debate over whether Keren Ami proceeds should go to Jews in Germany or Palestine. On a pedagogical level, Keren Ami was hailed for encouraging student initiative and modeling experiential learning. Finally, for the administrative progressive, Keren Ami brought ''greater regularity and e≈ciency'' to the previously haphazard and often chaotic tzedakah collection process.
≥∑
For many, however, Keren Ami was simply the exception that proved the rule about the project method. As progressive Jewish educators became reconciled to the di≈culties of utilizing the project method as a basis for formal curriculum elaboration and organization in the supplementary school, they turned their attention to other well-received experiments in the world of secular education. By the early 1920s, the individual method of instruction was garnering considerable hype. Developed in the early 1910s by Frederic Burk, president of the San Francisco Normal School, the individual method was popularized after World War I by his disciples, most notably Carleton Washburne in Winnetka, Illinois; Willard Beatty in Bronxville, New York; and Helen Parkhurst in Dalton, Massachusetts, and later at the private Dalton School in Manhattan.
The greatest virtues of the method were that it allowed students to work at their own pace while abolishing pedagogically dubious, yet ubiquitous, teacher lectures and student recitations. It also circumvented the problems of social promotion (or, alternately, grade repetition) and student tracking, and seemed particularly well suited for small schools that could not support graded classes. Each student was guided by a plan of clearly delineated goals and activities. Upon mastering the material, the student approached the teacher, who administered an examination. The student might then proceed to the next unit or concentrate on other studies. The elimination of batch processing of students allowed learners to allocate more time to their weaker subjects, while gifted students could indulge in enrichment work. Washburne, Beatty, and Parkhurst complemented the use of the individual method in the primary subjects with class or schoolwide assemblies and group classes in art, music, and physical education. Opportunities for social development were also provided in the form of extracurricular activities, ranging from student government to dramatics and dance. ≥∏ For the Jewish educator, the individual method seemed capable of addressing perennial problems ranging from poorly trained teachers to heterogeneous classes. Some even imagined that it would mitigate the limited schooltime schedule. As such, the method was adapted to subjects ranging from Jewish history to Hebrew and was implemented in supplementary schools across the United States in the mid-1920s and 1930s. But despite early optimism about its utility, the method created its own challenges and encountered significant resistance from teachers and students.
At the outset, the individual method attracted influential champions, including Alexander Dushkin and Samson Benderly. In 1926 Dushkin encouraged experimentation with the individual method in the teaching of Hebrew at Chicago Board-a≈liated communal and congregational schools. Two members of the Chicago bje's supervisory sta√, Edward Nudelman and Israel Rappaport, prepared curricular materials including the Ha-Mitlamed (The Self-Teacher) series of textbooks, and trained teachers. Adoption was swift; within a year most schools were utilizing the individual method. ≥π At first, Dushkin and his sta√ were buoyed by improvements in student test scores. In his 1927 annual report, Dushkin predicted that ''this new method may revolutionize the conduct of the Hebrew school.'' Teachers could respond to indi-vidual students' learning needs and styles, he pointed out, while students were encouraged to assume a greater measure of responsibility for their learning. Interest in the method was also fueled by the administrative advantages it conferred. Children who enrolled midsemester could be smoothly integrated into the classroom, while student progress could also be monitored more easily by the front o≈ce. In large traditional classrooms, students at the extreme ends of the achievement spectrum tended to attract the most attention. With the individual method, those in the middle would no longer fall through the cracks.
≥∫
As news of the Chicago Board's encouraging experimentation with the individual method spread, interest grew in cities across the country. The first edition of Ha-Mitlamed quickly sold out, and the Board sold the book rights to a New York publishing firm in return for a share of the royalties. Meanwhile, the sta√ was hard at work on a second series for more advanced students. But there were already warning signs that the method was falling far short of expectations. As the novelty wore o√, teachers began reporting that students were finding the work to be monotonous. Classroom management issues increasingly came to the fore. Students who lacked motivation, or were unmoved by the spirit of competition that the individual method sometimes engendered, found it easy to loaf around. It was also becoming clear that a significant minority of students were finding the individual method ill suited to language study. Achievement tests consistently found that about 20 percent of children showed little or no progress in their Hebrew studies. Nudelman wondered whether some of the Chicago bje's curricular materials were graded too steeply and otherwise poorly conceived. He also suggested that at least some of the low-achieving students may have found second-language mastery a hopeless proposition regardless of the teaching method. Yet he was forced to admit that a 20 percent failure rate was alarmingly high. ≥Ω The adoption of the individual method of Hebrew instruction in cities such as Chicago represented the first significant retreat from the natural method by progressive Jewish educators, signaling their willingness to privilege their commitment to child-centered classrooms over their dedication to the revival of Hebrew as a modern, spoken language. The departure was breathtaking. The cornerstone of the natural method was its insistence that second-language study should resemble as closely as possible primary-language acquisition. But the individual method relied on translation and emphasized vocabulary memorization, silent reading, and mechanical exercises. It likewise left few occasions for direct expression and, in an age when phonograph records were still a novelty, little opportunity for individual students to hear the spoken language. One is left to wonder how Nudelman, Rappaport, Dushkin, and others reconciled their promotion of the individual method with their continued adherence to key tenets of the natural method. Mark Krug, who led the Chicago Board of Jewish Education after the Second World War, asserted that the individual method of Hebrew instruction was ultimately abandoned in Chicago by 1945 because ''it converted the Hebrew schools into 'goal factories' . . . de-emphasized the importance of Hebrew as a living language, and made the formation of attitudes and a creative and meaningful relationship between the class and the teacher, and the pupil and his [peer] group impossible.'' ∂≠ If anything, the results of Benderly's experimentation with the individual method in the New York Bureau's Marshaliah Hebrew High School were even more discouraging. He grossly misjudged the aptitude and ingenuity of the high school students, who were trained using more traditional pedagogies and found it di≈cult or impossible to adjust to the new approach. Some lacked the necessary initiative, but most were simply lost without the steady support of their teachers. Compounding the problem was Benderly's intransigence. Convincing himself that the individual method was akin to that of the traditional yeshiva, ''where a student was required to prepare his own shiur, coming to the teacher for help only when he needed it,'' Benderly turned a deaf ear to the appeals of his teachers and principals, who were soon ''sobered'' by their classroom experiences and the ''vehement opposition'' of the students. The result was a mass exodus of pupils from the Hebrew high schools. His colleagues fretted that an entire generation of prospective Hebrew teachers was being lost. It was only the exigencies of the Depression, which curtailed Benderly's publication of new textbooks, that forced him to revert to more conventional teaching methods.
∂∞
While experimentation proceeded in the area of Hebrew language, Chicago bje sta√ member Jacob Golub applied the individual method to the study of Jewish history. The impetus came from his work as traveling principal of a number of small congregational Sunday schools, where the usual problems associated with a limited schedule were compounded by the resort to multiaged, heterogeneous classrooms. Golub turned for inspiration to the work of Henry Clinton Morrison, superintendent of the University of Chicago's Laboratory Schools, who developed the ''unit mastery'' approach to education. Sometimes termed the laboratory or Morrison method, it distinguished between memorization and true assimilation, or understanding. One salutary aspect of the method was its rejection of the incessant drilling that occurred in many classrooms. While similar in many respects to the Winnetka and Dalton plans, Morrison utilized teacher-centered and discussion-oriented pedagogies at the beginning and end of each unit. Rationale and motivation would thus be clarified at the outset. Like Kilpatrick, Morrison believed that students needed to be engaged in their learning. But he was more flexible about the initial source of the inspiration, allowing that purposing need not be self-generating to be authentic.
∂≤
Golub's adaptation of the laboratory method achieved three beneficial goals. It eliminated the use of pedantic, tedious, and antiquated history texts; minimized the use of teacher lecture; and taught history as a chain of causes and e√ects, as opposed to a series of facts. Under Golub's supervision, the Board's sta√ developed a series of units on the biblical and Second Temple periods with titles such as ''How Our Ancestors Gave Religion to the World'' and ''Why We Celebrate Chanukah.'' They were eventually published by the uahc as a three-volume history series. ∂≥ Following Morrison's approach, each unit was designed according to a five-step process: exploration, presentation, assimilation (or collection of data), organization, and testing for mastery. Golub was particularly concerned with the initial step, which involved introducing students to the subject, or ''problem,'' and impressing on them its relevance to contemporary life. He insisted that ''in teaching, as in life, it is not su≈cient that the problem shall be important, but it must be impressed upon anyone whose problem we would make it.'' ∂∂ Unlike the project method, which found its application in the extracurricular activities realm of the Jewish school, the laboratory method was widely adopted in formal classroom instruction. Its popularity was significantly enhanced by the publication of supporting textbooks. Among the most widely used books was a three-volume history series, published by Gamoran and written by Mordecai Solo√, who worked in the late 1920s alongside Golub in Chicago.
Yet, as it was implemented, the method was often considerably watered down, which had the e√ect of draining out its most salutary features. As with many progressive-era pedagogies, the application of the laboratory method to the religious schools was hindered by time constraints and a lack of competent teachers.
(Golub allocated about eight weeks to each of his units and readily admitted that his Second Temple curriculum would take the average class about a year and a half to complete.) Ironically, it was originally touted as a remedy for both problems, particularly the latter. Demonstrating the naïveté and conceit of the administrative progressive at his worst, Golub argued that the Jewish schools needed to be rendered teacher-proof. ''Much as we desire it, we dare not trust to individual teaching genius. We must perfect the machine, a device that will largely of its own accord incline to higher achievement,'' he wrote. Golub's suggestion that the laboratory method could somehow inoculate the school from the detrimental e√ects of the incompetent teacher revealed an incredibly unsophisticated understanding of the role of the teacher in planning and facilitating experiential learning. ∂∑ The most damning flaw with the method as it was actually implemented was its reduction of data collection and assimilation-a key step in the laboratory method-to little more than textbook reading. Again, practical realities undoubtedly came into play. Curriculum writers could not assume that most schools would have access to libraries that were well stocked with books, magazines, and other resources that the students would require to conduct genuine research. In e√ect, lecture and recitation were merely being substituted with the equally monotonous routine of individual seated work, consisting of textbook reading and answering questions-hardly a model of progressive pedagogy. Both Golub and Solo√ recommended a number of more hands-on, constructivist activities at the end of each of their textbook units. But these were typically utilized for enrichment purposes, assigned to stronger students who quickly completed the basic class assignment.
Jewish Home Institute
If the laboratory method as implemented in the Jewish schools represented the triumph of administrative progressivism over Deweyan-style pedagogical progressivism, another experimental curriculum, developed by the New York Bureau, was far more individualized and experiential in design. The Jewish Home Institute was intended to prepare mothers to teach their young children Jewish customs and folkways. Designed by Benderly's wife, Hemdah Miller, with the assistance of Zena Rabinowitz, and enriched by stories, games, poems, and songs developed by Samuel Grossman and Samuel Goldfarb, the program is noteworthy because it represented an early attempt at preschool education, and the most significant e√ort by the Benderly group to influence the home prior to World War II.
The preeminence of the home as an educative influence on the child was as little remarked on by the Benderly boys as it was self-evident. Given their concentration on the school, the relative silence on the matter is understandable. But one wonders whether greater attention to this fact might have a√ected the design, goals, and implementation of their educational programs. To be sure, Benderly and his disciples were advocates of strong parent-teacher associations in Jewish schools, although their motives were admittedly focused more on promoting student retention and obtaining parental buy-in for their educational innovations than on adult or family education. Prior to the Jewish Home Institute, the most profound e√ort to educate parents was the Central Jewish Institute, which, as the prototypical Jewish education center, was designed to engage the entire family unit in a smorgasbord of educational, cultural, and recreational activities. But, even there, the family was not treated as a unit but was broken up into its constituent parts.
In the Bureau's early years, a Jewish Homemakers' Association, tasked with teaching mothers how to complement their children's Hebrew schoolwork with home-based activities, was led by ''Benderly girl'' Hajnalka Langer. This program, which Langer characterized as an early attempt at ''adult education and educa-tional projects for the family,'' was probably Benderly's inspiration for the Jewish Home Institute. But it was a small-scale operation that was barely mentioned in Bureau activity reports. The program was likely discontinued in 1918, when Langer left the Bureau to become executive director of the Jewish Center.
∂∏
By the mid-1920s, the goals behind the Jewish Homemakers' Association took on new urgency. Keenly aware of the impact of the virtual cessation of immigration on Jewish communal demographics, Benderly and his disciples began to focus their attention on the second generation. They were alarmed at the level of ignorance about Judaism among Americanized parents and the relative Jewish cultural impoverishment in many of their homes. A new generation was entering Hebrew school as Jewish cultural illiterates with little emotional connection to religious rituals and folkways. ∂π As we have seen, the Jewish teacher was increasingly acting in loco parentis, inducting children into the practice of Jewish rituals, ceremonies, and customs that were traditionally learned in the home. Even so, the school, which was already handicapped by its supplementary nature, stood little chance of success if there were little or no home reinforcement or, worse, if parents conveyed to their children a blasé or dismissive attitude about Judaism. ''A child begins to learn the moment it is born. Its early impressions are the most telling,'' Benderly wrote in a pamphlet titled After You-What? A Message to the Jewish Mothers of America. ''It is, therefore, self-evident that the home which plays so large a part in the early life of your child should be of the utmost significance in its education.'' ∂∫ As the quotation suggests, Benderly realized that an e√ective means of ameliorating this trend was a vigorous early childhood educational program that engaged the mother as educator. Anecdotal evidence suggested to him that the reluctance of parents to socialize their children often stemmed from their own ignorance about Judaism. The Bureau received many letters from mothers who felt ill equipped to provide their young children with Jewish experiences and to guide them in Jewish rituals and ceremonial practices. Encouraged by the relatively high secular education level of most young mothers, Benderly became convinced that the best solution to the problem was a correspondence course. If mothers themselves could be tutored in the fundamentals of Jewish practice, they could e√ec-tively (re-)Judaize their homes.
∂Ω
The very fact that Benderly's message was addressed explicitly to mothers, as opposed to fathers, was a function of immigrants' rapid assimilation of Western gender role norms. This point was inadvertently driven home by the Institute's emblem, a picture of a mother reading with her daughter over the Hebrew phrase (from Deuteronomy 6:7) Veshinantam l'vanekha, literally an injunction directed at fathers to teach their sons. In eastern Europe, the religious education of male children was deemed the responsibility of the father, a tradition that could be traced back at least as far as the Talmud (Kiddushin 29a).
∑≠
Since the Victorian Age, however, American mothers were tasked with virtually all aspects of child rearing, including oversight for religious as well as secular education. This posed a particular challenge to American Jewish women, most of whom had received little or no Jewish education themselves, hence the rationale for Benderly's suggestion to ''Learn while you teach,'' which became the Jewish Home Institute motto. The mother was designated an ''associate teacher'' and assured that her work would be guided by the ''trained sta√ '' at the Bureau, which was ''always ready and eager to help.'' ∑∞ Her preparation began with a general teachers' guide that focused on method and pedagogy. Much of the advice was fairly mundane. ''You must try to use your voice correctly, as children are quick to imitate,'' the guide advised in a typical section devoted to teaching songs. ''A nasal, chesty or throaty tone on the part of the teacher will generally be followed by the same kind of incorrect tone on the part of the child.'' Similarly, a section on how to tell a story suggested adopting an expressive and natural-sounding style. ∑≤ Yet, characteristic of the Benderly group's educational work in the interwar years, the manual also revealed a degree of tension between the goals of promoting children's self-expression and developing skills and discipline. For example, when directing children's craft projects, mothers were advised to ''permit as much free play as possible'' and adopt a hands o√ approach: ''Better a less perfect result worked out entirely by the child,'' it suggested. Yet they were simultaneously instructed to send their children's handiwork to ''headquarters,'' where it would be scored for ''neatness, skillfulness and general e√ectiveness.'' This tension was by no means unique to Jewish progressive educational curricula. Dewey himself on different occasions advocated the cultivation of a child's ''self control'' and unrestricted self-expression. In another example of conflicted aims, the most exemplary student work was awarded prizes. In fact, the associate teachers' manual suggested that competition would incentivize children to do their best work. Yet, as progressive educators pointed out, this type of extrinsic coercion was liable in the long run to destroy self motivation. It seems that while Hemdah Miller and the Institute sta√ were attentive to method, there was no attempt to strictly adhere to the orthodoxies of Dewey, Froebel, Maria Montessori, Lucy Sprague Mitchell, or any other early childhood educational theorist.
∑≥
Mothers were also supplied with content information in the form of unit guides. A twenty-week course focusing on the Jewish holidays, including Hanukkah, Purim, Tu B'Shevat (Jewish Arbor Day), Passover, and Shavuot, was published in 1927-28. About a month prior to each festival, the associate teacher received a guide devoted specifically to the upcoming holiday. These booklets, each about sixteen pages in length, were practically oriented and concisely presented. For example, fully one-fourth of a guide devoted to Shavuot was filled with recipes and ideas for a Shavuot children's party. In each of the four weeks leading up to a Jewish festival, the Institute sent home an envelope with an assignment guide including two lessons, stories, craft project instructions, and sheet music. Also included were phonograph records, games, and supplies, such as modeling clay and cutouts. Plans for two subsequent courses, on Jewish heroes and Hebrew, went unrealized, owing to tepid interest and Depression-era budget cuts. ∑∂ ''Please tell Hemdah Miller for me that she is doing a corkingly fine piece of work,'' Dushkin wrote to Benderly in December 1927. Dushkin was using the Institute materials successfully with his daughter Kinereth, who reportedly loved the stories, games, music, and crafts projects. ''It is an excellent idea, and I only hope it will prove to be zera kyama di la yifsak [a blessing for children who will not cease from the words of Torah].'' ∑∑ Other educators, including Ben Rosen, were similarly utilizing the course enthusiastically with their young children. Yet the Institute was a commercial failure. By 1930 the Bureau had sold only eighty subscriptions. Benderly experienced greater luck adapting the materials for use in Sunday schools and, later, Jewish nursery schools. It is likely that a more extensive and expertly managed publicity campaign, perhaps in conjunction with a A page from one of the Jewish Home Institute student guides for Jewish Arbor Day, 1927 . In author's collection. partnering women's organization such as Hadassah or the Women's League for Conservative Judaism, would have yielded far better results. But Benderly had neither the budget nor the patience to follow through.
∑∏
By contemporary standards, the quality of the Institute course material was uneven. Despite Samuel Grossman's e√ort to adopt a naturalistic writing style, some of the stories were overly didactic and employed vocabulary that was too sophisticated for the average preschooler. Others, however, were as inspired as the best writing of contemporaneous Jewish children's authors, such as Emily SolisCohen and Elma Ehrlich Levinger. Similarly, while some of the songs were eminently forgettable, ''The King's Song'' and ''The Watchman of the Tower,'' among others, became minor classics, still included in popular children's song collections ''White Christmas,'' its buoyancy and accessibility quickly elevated it to the status of consummate token Jewish song at public school Christmas pageants.
∑Ω
Although the Institute itself did not live up to expectations, it paved the way for a veritable explosion of resources devoted to the education and cultural enrichment of young Jewish children. These included an increasing number of Jewish preschool manuals and educational materials as well as holiday-themed children's books such as Sadie Rose Weilerstein's Adventures of K'tonton, which was first serialized in the early 1930s in the Women's League magazine Outlook.
∏≠

